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The Confinement of Juveniles 
Nebraska Jails and Lockups 
Lorie A. Fridell 
Vincent]. Webb 
. In 
Using adult jails and lockups for confining youths is a major issue in 
juvenile justice. Proponents of removing children from these facilities are 
concerned with the conditions of confinement, the .ate of suicide among 
youths held in adult facilities, the excessive use of secure confinement for 
youths, and the legal liability of jurisdictions that hold juveniles in adult 
facilities. Nebraska has made significant progress in reducing the number of 
youths confined in adult jails and lockups, but has yet to pass legislation or 
develop programs and facilities to complete the task. Policy options for 
reducing the use of secure confinement and providing alternative forms of 
care and supervision for youths under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 
system are presented. 
7 
The incarceration of youths under the jurisdiction of 
the court is a divisive policy issue in juvenile justice. 
Debates of the last decade have focused on designating 
what types of youths should be incarcerated and what 
types of facilities should be used for their confinement. 
Congress passed the juvenile justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act (JjDPA) in 1974, as a result of concerns 
about excessive and inappropriate incarceration of youths 
in the juvenile justice system. This act promoted specific 
policies regarding the placement of youths, and made 
federal funds available to states that were working 
toward compliance with these policies. 
The first provision prohibits the placement of status 
offenders (for instance, truants, runaways, and 
incorrigibles) and nondelinquents (that is, abused and 
neglected youths) in secure facilities either prior to or 
following adjudication (formal pronouncement of a 
NEBRASKA POLICY CHOICES 1987, ed. Russell L. Smith 
(Omaha: Center for Applied Urban Research, 1987). 
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The Nebraska Unicameral passed LB 635 in 1987 which promotes 
7'aintaining status offenders and nondelinquents in the family home. 
Additionally, it outlines the "findings of fact and conclusions of law" which 
ust be included in a written order of the court if continued detention or ~acement is warranted for a juvenile who is "seriously endangered in his 
~r her surroundings" (Statutes of Nebraska, Sect. 43-248). 
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nd is something that needs to be acted upon with or ~ithout federal assistance. 
Another appropriate backdrop for the discussion is 
the passage of LB 637 during the last legislative session. 
Through this bill, Nebraskans adopted a family oriented 
policY for dealing with youths who require services. 
Children confined in jails throughout the state are one of 
the groups targeted for intervention, and providing 
services in the least intrusive and least restrictive 
manner possible is one of the objectives. 
This chapter will outline concerns regarding the use 
of adult facilities for the confinement of youths, present 
information regarding youths confined in adult jails and 
lockups in Nebraska, and describe some of the policies 
and programs developed to reduce the use of these 
facilities for youths throughout the country. 
Problems with Confining Youths in Adult Facilities 
The jail removal provisions of ]]DPA were adopted 
in recognition of a number of problems associated with 
confinement of juveniles in adult facilities. Proponents of 
removing children from adult jails and lockups focus on 
three areas of concern: The conditions of confinement, 
the rate of suicide among youths held in adult facilities, 
and the excessive use of secure confinement for youths. 
Conditions of Confinement 
Advocates of removal maintain that adult facilities 
are unsuitable for, and detrimental to, the well-being of 
youths. 0 f primary concern, leading to the initial sight-
sound separation requirements, is the exposure of youths 
to possible psychological, physical, and sexual abuse by 
adult inmates and staff. The frequency and seriousness 
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of the abuse of children in adult jails and lockups i 
unknown; but, incidents of intimidation, beatings, sexua~ 
molestations, and even rapes of young people are 
reported each year throughout the country. 
The deteriorated physical environments and the lack 
of services within jails are additional concerns of jail 
removal advocates. The range of conditions of many jails 
throughout the country have been characterized as "bad to 
appalling" (Newman, 1986). Administered at the lOcal 
level, jails compete for tax dollars with entities such as 
schools and mental health facilities, which are Usually 
given higher priority by taxpayers. As one report notes: 
"Most jails are old, dirty and decrepit, with insuffiCient 
sanitary, food or medical facilities" (Children's Defense 
Fund, 1976). 
The shortage of funds and the role of the jail as a 
short-term placement facility are two major reasons for 
the lack of on-site services. The National Coalition for 
Jail Reform found that 77 percent of U.S. jails have no 
medical facilities and 75 percent do not provide 
rehabilitation or treatment services (Allison, 1983). The 
Children's Defense Fund (1976) found that about 10 
percent of the jails studied had educational facilities, and 
less than 15 percent had recreational facilities. 
The physical conditions of, and services provided 
within, Nebraska's jails and lockups have improved 
greatly over the years as a result of the Standards and 
Inspection Program of the Nebraska Jail Standards 
Board. However, many of the juveniles in rural 
jurisdictions are held in isolated confinement within adult 
facilities because of the requirement that juveniles be 
kept out of sight and sound from adult inmates. Sight-
sound separation policies are intended to protect youths 
from verbal and physical abuse, but give rise to 
additional problems. Because of limitations in facilities 
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nd staff, separation usually means unsupervised ~solation. In many instances, youths are placed in the 
~olitary c.onfinement cells used to punish adult offenders. 
The Chtldren's Defense Fund (1976) reports the 
following: 
Solitary confinement or confinement in a dank 
basement or closet-like enclosure for the sole child 
in an adult jail removes him or her from other 
inmates, but also from the attention of caretakers 
and can have severe traumatic effects on an already 
troubled and frightened youngster. 
Suicides 
Isolation and lack of superVlSlOn are two factors 
that may help explain the problem of suicide among 
juveniles confined in adult jails and lockUps. The 
Community Research Center at the University of Illinois 
compared rates of suicides among four groups of 
juveniles: Youths held in adult jails, youths held in adult 
lockups, youths held in secure juvenile detention centers, 
and youths in the general population (1980 and 1983). The 
suicide rates for the various populations are presented in 
table 1. 
The researchers reported that the suicide rate among 
youths held in adult jails (12.3 per 100,000 population) is 
4.6 times greater than the suicide rate for juveniles in 
the general population (2.7 per 100,000). Similarly, the 
suicide rate among youths held in adult lockups (8.6 per 
100,000) is three times greater than the corresponding 
rate within the general population of youths. These rates 
take on even greater significance considering the 
techniques for taking one's life are greater for youths in 
the general population than for youths held in locked 
facilities. 
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Table 1 - Suicide rates for children in adult jails. lockups. and juvenile 
detention centers during 1978, and children in the general population of the 
United States during 1977 
Population 
Children in adult jails 
dUling 1978 
Children in adult lockups 
dUling 1978 
Children in juvenile detention 
centers during 1978 
Children in the general 
population of the United 
Sla tes during 1977 
Number of 
Children 
170,714 
11,568 
383,238 
49,008,000 
Number of 
Suicides 
21 
6 
1,313 
Number of 
Suicides per 
100,000 Children 
12.3 
8.6 
1.6 
2.7 ______________________ L-________________________________ __ 
Source.: Co~~nity. Research .Cente.f o.f the Universit~ of 111ioois at Urbana.-Champaign, 
JuvenIle SUICIdes 1(1 Adult JaIls: FIndIngs from a Natlonal Survey of juvenlles in 
Secure Detention Facilities. Champaign, IL: University of Illinois, 1983. 
Reproduced with pennission. 
The parallel between the circumstances of children 
held in adult jails and lockups and the precipitating 
events of juvenile suicide have been described by social 
scientists. Factors associated with juvenile suicide 
include: Anticipation that parents will be apprised of the 
child's misbehavior (Shaffer, 1974), legal problems 
(Mulcock, 1955; Faigel, 1966), isolation (Bakwin, 1973; 
Jacobs, 1971), and parental deprivation (Barter and 
others, 1968). 
Interestingly, however, the high rates of juvenile 
suicide found in adult jails and lockups do not appear in 
juvenile detention centers. In fact, the rate of suicide 
among youths held in juvenile detention centers (1.6 per 
100,000 population) is slightly less than the comparable 
rate for youths in the general population (2.7 per 
100,000), although not significantly so. Because the 
suicide rate among juveniles held in adult facilities is 7.7 
times greater than that for youths held in juvenile 
centers, it appears that detention does not necessarily 
Increase the likelihood of suicide. Legal problems, 
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parental deprivation, and so forth, characterize the youth 
populations in both adult and juvenile facilities. However, 
as noted by the Illinois researchers, ongoing activities 
within juvenile facilities and greater supervision of 
inmates by staff can decrease depression and reduce the 
opportunity for suicide. 
Excessive Use of Secure Confinement 
Passage of the jjDPA resulted from concerns over 
the excessive use of secure confinement for juveniles.4 
Approximately 500,000 youths are held in adult jails and 
lockUps each year (Community Research Forum, 1980; 
U.S. Department of justice, 1983). Advocates of jail 
removal maintain that most youths do not require secure 
detention, but, could be placed more appropriately in 
nonsecure facilities or safely be released into the 
community (Children's Defense Fund, 1976; Community 
Research Forum, 1980). 
The Children's Defense Fund disagrees that juveniles 
in adult jails and lockups are a threat to public safety. 
Only 12 percent of the youths held in the jails studied 
were there as a result of a dangerous violent act. Most 
of the youths had been charged with nonviolent offenses 
(such as property crimes, 35 percent), behavioral 
offenses, (such as prostitution, drugs, drunkenness, or 
vagrancy, 12 percent), and status offenses (18 percent). 
About 4 percent were held because they had been abused 
or neglected by a caretaker. In 1983, less than 5 percent 
of the jailed youths in Nebraska were involved in 
dangerous, violent acts, and less than one-fifth were in 
custody as a result of felony offenses. 
Sometimes juveniles are detained in jail to teach 
them a lesson. Instead of serving as a deterrent to 
future misbehavior, however, many argue that a jail stay 
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can perpetuate negative behavior. The experience can 
reinforce a negative or delinquent self-image and expos 
the youth to adult criminal values. As one PUblicatio: 
notes: 
For the juvenile offender who is jailed with 
adults, his tenn of detention exposes him to a 
society which encourages his delinquent behavior, 
even giving him sophisticated techniques and 
contacts. High recidivism rates have shown to be 
false the belief that the unpleasant experience of 
incarceration will have a deterrent effect on the 
child's future delinquent acts (Community Research 
Forum, 1980). 
Legal Liability 
The problems of abuse, lack of services, and 
suicide form the basis of another concern of 
policymakers: The legal liability of jurisdictions that 
hold juveniles in adult jails and lockups. Constitutional 
challenges to holding juveniles in adult facilities have 
focused on issues of due process, cruel and unusual 
punishment, and equal justice. At least one court found 
that confining children to jails violates their constitutional 
rights of procedural due process (Baker v. Hamilton, 345 
Fed. Supp. 345, 1972). Also, the conditions of jails 
(Baker v. Hamilton) and isolated confinement (Lollis v. 
New York State Department of Social Services, 322 Fed. 
Supp. 473, 1970) have been found to constitute cruel and 
unusual punishment for youths. 
Nebraska policymakers should be aware of the risk 
of civil suits and the attendant financial liability that 
could be placed on the state. A U.S. District Court judge 
in Iowa ruled recently that the JJDPA jail removal 
requirement adopted by participating states is a federallY 
created right and is enforceable under federal civil 
rights legislation (Hendrickson v. Griggs, No. ZC-84-
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3012, N.D. Iowa, April 18, 1987).5 The court ordered 
Iowa to submit a plan for achieving JJDPA compliance by 
the end of the year. Failure to "reduce juvenile jailings 
to a legal rate" constitutes contempt. 
If upheld on appeal, states that have accepted JJDPA 
funds but not achieved compliance could face civil rights 
laWsuits brought by youths held in violation of the jail 
removal parameters. The associate general counsel for 
the federal Office of Justice Programs (an office that 
includes the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention) believes that even withdrawal from JJDPA 
participation may not alleviate a state's liability 
(Criminal Justice Newsletter, 1987). 
Juveniles in Nebraska's Jails and Lockups 
Nebraska prohibits the confinement of juveniles in 
jails or lockups as a disposition (that is, a sentence) of 
the court (Statutes of Nebraska, Sect. 43-286). 
However, status offenders, nondelinquents, and 
delinquents may be held in these adult facilities pending 
judicial processing of their cases or transfer to another 
facility or agency. Youths must be older than 13 to be 
held in a jailor lockup; 14- and 15-year-olds must be 
separated by sight and sound from adult inmates 
(Statutes of Nebraska, Sect. 43-251). The separation 
requirement does not apply to 16- and 17 -year-olds. 
The Center for Applied Urban Research (CAUR), a 
unit of the University of Nebraska at Omaha, compiled 
data on juveniles held in jails and lockups in Nebraska 
during 1983 (CAUR, 1985). Data for Douglas and 
Lancaster Counties were collected from individual 
facilities within these areas. Data for the other 91 
counties were processed through the Nebraska Crime 
Commission. 
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DougJas and Lancaster Counties 
The use of jails for holding youths is primarily a 
rural phenomenon. Urban areas, such as Douglas and 
Lancaster Counties, usually provide separate facilities 
for youths and adults. The Lancaster County Detention 
Center for Youth and the Douglas County Youth Center 
provide secure care for youths under the jurisdiction of 
the court. 
The Omaha Police Department, however, holds 
juveniles in its lockup. CAUR data show that 639 persons 
under age 18 were held in this facility during 1983. As 
shown in table 2, these youths were predominately male 
(88.6 percent) and more than three-fourths were 16 or 
17 years old. Over half of the youths (54.6 percent) 
were held less than 4 hours; less than 9 percent were 
held for more than 24 hours. Forty percent were in 
custody on a felony charge and 30 percent for a 
misdemeanor charge. 
The ]]DPA allows for confinement of juveniles 
charged as adults for felonies in an adult facility. Table 
2 indicates that over three-fourths (78.1 percent) of the 
youths held in the Omaha lockup during 1983 were 
charged as adults. Information is not available regarding 
whether these youths were charged with felonies or 
misdemeanors. 
Another exception provides that youths charged with a 
criminal offense (that is, a felony or misdemeanor) can 
be detained for up to 6 hours in an adult facility for 
identification, processing, or transfer. Although a precise 
estimate of the number of youths held within this 
exception is not available, it is noteworthy that 54.6 
percent of the youths were held for less than 4 hours. 
It appears that most of the youths held in the Omaha 
police lockup are done so in compliance with the ]]DPA. 
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Table 2 - Characteristics of juveniles held in 
tM Omaha Police Department lockup, 1983 
Itern Juveniles 
Number 
Gender: 
Male 566 
Female 73 
Total 639 
Age: 
13 or less 51 
14-15 92 
16-17 496 
Tirne held: 
1 
Less than 4 hours 342 
4-24 hours 229 
More than 24 hours 55 
Type of offense: 
Personal felony 98 
Property felony 161 
Status 5 
Misdemeanor 191 
Combination 97 
Other 87 
Type of booking: 1 
Adult 489 
Juvenile 137 
detained 
Percent 
88.6 
11.4 
100.0 
8.0 
14.4 
77.6 
54.6 
36.6 
8.8 
15.3 
25.2 
0.8 
29.9 
15.2 
13.6 
78.1 
21.9 
'Information on time held and type of booking was not 
collected for 13 youths. 
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However, a more detailed assessment of the situation 
should be made, and police policies concerning the 
handling of juveniles should be reviewed. 
Rural Nebraska 
Adult jails and lockups in 91 Nebraska counties, held 
2,373 juveniles during 1983. By 1986, 2,150 juveniles 
were being held. Table 3 shows characteristics of the 
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Table 3 - Characteristics of youths held in the jails 
and lockups of 91 Nebraska counties, 1983 and 1986 
Item 
Total 
Gender: 
Male 
Female 
1 Age: 
"8-10 
11-13 
14-15 
16-17 
Custody status: 
Pretrial 
Sentenced 
Time held: 
0-4 hours 
5-8 hours 
9-24 hours 
25-48 hours 
49-96 hours 
More than 96 hours 
Type of offense: 
Personal felony 
Property felony 
Status offense 
Other 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Civil 
Other 
-Youths detained 
1983 
Number Percent 
2,373 
1.718 
655 
3 
72 
635 
1,657 
2,079 
294 
665 
158 
518 
305 
301 
426 
38 
219 
488 
1,628 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
100.0 
72.4 
27.6 
.1 
3.0 
26.8 
70.1 
87.6 
12.4 
28.0 
6.7 
21.8 
12.9 
12.7 
17.9 
1.6 
9.2 
20.6 
68.6 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
1986 -
-
Number Percent 
2.150 
1,642 
508 
o 
83 
559 
1,503 
1,845 
305 
635 
142 
486 
281 
241 
365 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
302 
1,002 
28 
818 
100.0 
76.4 
23.6 
NA 
3.9 
26.1 
70.0 
85.8 
14.2 
29.5 
6.6 
22.6 
13.1 
11.2 
17.0 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
14.0 
46.6 
1.3 
38.1 
NA = not applicable 
1 Data on age were not collected for 6 youths in 1983 and 5 
youths in 1986. 
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juveniles held in these facilities during 1983. Most of the 
juveniles were male (72.4 percent). The juveniles were 
from 8 to 17 years old, with a mean age of 15.9. About 
90 percent (87.6 percent) were detained in the facilities 
pending judicial processing; the remaining 12.4 percent 
were adjudicated. Over half of the youths (56.5 percent) 
were held for less than 24 hours. Twenty-eight percent 
were in the facility for 4 hours or less. About 44 
percent (43.5 percent) were held for over 24 hours, 
including 17.9 percent who were held for more than 96 
hours (4 days). 
One-fifth of the juveniles were admitted for a 
status offense, 9.2 percent were charged with a felony 
property crime, and 1.6 percent were charged with a 
felony crime against a person. The remaining 68.6 
percent were charged with offenses not elsewhere 
classified (for instance, misdemeanors and city 
ordinances) . 
Table 3 shows that the characteristics of the youths 
held in 1986 were virtually the same as for those held in 
1983. In 1986, almost half (46.6 percent) of the juvenile 
jailings involved misdemeanor charges; only 14 percent 
involved felony offenses. Court ordered confinement of 
youths for immigration, evaluation, or other civil action 
comprised 1.3 percent of the cases. The final category, 
"other." consists primarily o~ youths held either for 
violating local ordinances or for safekeeping (for 
instance, runaways and abused or neglected youths), and 
accounted for 38.1 percent of the jailings. 
Tables 4A and 4B provide breakdowns of these 
offense categories by the length of time the youth was 
held. Table 4A shows that over one-fourth (29.5 percent) 
of the youths held in 1986 were released within 4 hours. 
This includes 27.8 percent of the felony cases, 36.5 
percent of the misdemeanor cases, and 22.4 percent of 
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Table 4A - Type of offense and time confined for juveniles held 
in the adult jails and lockups of 91 Nebraska counties, 1986 
Time held 
Type of I offense 4 hours or less More than 4 hours 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Felony 84 27.8 218 72.2 
Mi sdemeanor 366 36.5 636 63.5 
Civil 2 7.1 26 92.9 
Other 183 22.4 635 77.6 
Total 635 29.5 1,515 70.5 
safekeeping (other). Most of the youths (58.7 percent) 
were released within 24 hours (table 4B). 0 f the 887 
(41.3 percent) cases involving detention in excess of 24 
hours, 42.5 percent were misdemeanor cases and 39.5 
percent involved local ordinances or safekeeping. 
Table 4B - Type of offense and time confined for juveniles held 
in the adul t jails and lockups of 91 Nebraska counties, 1986 
Time held 
24 hours or less More than 24 
Type of 
offense Row Column Row 
Number percent percent Number percent 
Felony 152 50.3 12.0 ISO 49.7 
Misdemeanor 625 62.4 49.5 377 37.6 
Civil 18 64.3 1.4 10 35.7 
Other 468 57.2 37.1 350 42.8 
Total 1,263 58.7 100.0 887 41.3 
hours 
Column 
percent 
16.9 
42.5 
1.1 
39.5 
100.0 
Table 5 provides information regarding youth jailings 
for the 68 counties (or individual cities) within 19 
judicial districts. It indicates an inconsistent pattern in 
incarceration and arrest rates. Some counties have both 
high arrest and high incarceration rates, some have high 
arrest and low incarceration rates. This variation 
indicates that factors other than juvenile crime (as 
indicated by arrest) may be responsible for the 
confinement of juveniles in jails and lockups. It may be 
that local juvenile justice policy is one such factor. 6 
Table 5 - Juveniles held in jails and lockups, by judicial district and county in Nebraska, 1983 and 19861 
Incarceration rate Arrest rate 
Juveniles held (per 1,000) (per 1,000) Type of offense, 1986 
District! county 1983 1986 1983 1986 1983 1986 Felony Misdemeanor Civil 
Number Number Number Number Number 
District 1: 
Johnson 3 7 2.2 5.14 5.88 12.49 0 3.00 3.00 
Nemaha 32 20 15.3 9.55 16.71 15.76 4.00 11.00 0 
Pawnee 1 4 1.1 4.36 16.34 14.16 0 4.00 0 
Richardson 11 14 3.9 4.98 17.07 17.07 5.00 7.00 0 
District 2: 
Sarpy 365 285 12.0 9.33 25.48 35.70 37.00 128.00 0 
Otoe 22 II 5.3 2.67 15.31 20.42 4.00 5.00 0 
Cass 25 21 4.0 3.37 8.83 23.77 1.00 6.00 0 
Bellevue PD NA 55 NA NA NA NA 6.00 49.00 0 
District 5: 
Butler 7 7 2.7 2.65 NA 5.30 0 5.00 0 
Hamilton 18 24 6.4 8.50 6.73 22.30 0 13.00 0 
Polk 9 6 4.9 3.24 14.04 14.58 0 4.00 0 
Saunders 18 15 3.2 2.71 7.04 12.27 3.00 9.00 0 
Seward 11 31 2.6 7.33 7.33 17.25 5.00 16.00 2.00 
York 33 28 7.9 6.74 44.26 51.72 4.00 12.00 0 
Dislrict 6: 
Dodge 99 67 9.9 6.71 19.72 22.32 10.00 27.00 0 
Thurston 30 12 12.4 4.97 NA .83 2.00 5.00 1.00 
Washington 37 52 8.0 11.21 7.55 11.21 10.00 34.00 1.00 
District 7: 
Thayer 13 8 6.7 4.13 16.52 9.29 2.00 4.00 0 
Saline 6 14 1.8 4.27 16.48 13.73 4.00 3.00 0 
Fillmore 15 7 7.0 3.26 0 6.53 5.00 2.00 0 
Nuckolls NA 3 NA NA NA NA 1.00 1.00 0 
----- --- -- ---- ---------
4 hours 
Other or less 
Number Number 
1.00 0 
5.00 3.00 
0 1.00 
2.00 2.00 
120.00 115.00 
2.00 4.00 
14.00 7.00 
0 52.00 
2.00 1.00 
11.00 13.00 
2.00 6.00 
3.00 8.00 
8.00 18.00 
12.00 11.00 
30.00 50.00 
4.00 3.00 
7.00 10.00 
2.00 4.00 
7.00 2.00 
0 2.00 
1.00 0 
Time held, 1986 
24 hours More than 
or less 24 hours 
Number Number 
2.00 5.00 
7.00 13.00 
3.00 1.00 
6.00 8.00 
157.00 128.00 
9.00 2.00 
17.00 4.00 
55.00 0 
3.00 4.00 
18.00 6.00 
6.00 0 
12.00 3.00 
26.00 5.00 
18.00 10.00 
62.00 5.00 
5.00 7.00 
24.00 28.00 
4.00 0 
4.00 10.00 
6.00 1.00 
2.00 1.00 
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1 (continued) Ul Table 5 - Juveniles held in jails and lockups. by judicial district and county in Nebraska. 1983 and 1986 0 
i Incarceration rate Arrest rate 
Juveniles held (pee 1,000) (pee 1.000) Type of offense. 1986 Time held. 1986 
4 hours 24 hours More than 
District I county 1983 1986 1983 1986 1983 1986 Pelony Misdemeanor Civil Other or less or less 24 hours 
Number Numbc! Number Number Number Number Number Numhcr Number 
District 8; 
Dixon 8 8 3.8 3.78 3.78 4.72 a 2.00 0 6.00 a 2.00 6.00 
Dakota 94 90 17.3 16.58 16.76 2l.00 8.00 64.00 a 17.00 35.00 64.00 26.00 
Cedar 2 2 .5 .54 2.14 3A9 l.00 0 0 1.00 a 1.00 l.Oa 
District 9: 
Antelope 16 1 6.2 .39 0 1.16 0 0 0 1.00 0 LOO 0 
Knox 11 13 3.3 3.92 3.62 3.32 2.00 7.00 0 4.00 3.00 4.00 9.00 
\1adison 50 83 5.8 9.62 22.01 23.40 10.00 45.00 a 28.00 15.00 52.00 31.00 
Pierce 5 14 2.0 5.66 NA 3.23 0 10.00 a 4.00 5.00 9.00 5.00 
Wayne 5 2.2 2.16 9.05 14.22 l.00 3.00 0 1.00 a 0 5.00 
District 10: 
\\'ehster 4 3 3.2 2.38 I l. 11 0 1.00 2.00 0 0 0 2.00 1.00 
Phelps 10 8 3.8 3.04 12.54 22.42 l.00 1.00 2.00 4.00 2.00 7.00 1.00 
Kearney 7 8 3.6 4.12 1.54 l.03 3.00 5.00 0 a 7.00 7.00 1.00 
Harlan 2 1 l.8 .91 .91 4.55 1.00 a a a 0 0 1.00 
Franklin 4 3 3.7 2.82 5.63 7.51 2.00 1.00 a a 0 1.00 2.00 
Clay 7 6 3.0 2.59 2.59 12.93 l.00 3.00 0 2.00 5.00 6.00 0 
Adams 88 111 11.2 ! 4. 1 ~ 20.01 24.85 7.00 32.00 2.00 70.00 83.00 105.00 6.00 
District 11: 
Hall 279 266 16.8 16.02 35.83 39.50 40.00 111.00 2.00 113.00 32.00 142.00 124.00 
Di~trict 12: 
Buffa 10 100 130 10.8 14.07 i 5.48 25.76 20.00 67.00 3.00 40.00 33.00 64.00 66.00 
Shel'man 2 NA l.6 NA 1.59 15.10 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
District) 3: ">j 
Lin,:oln 135 178 12.1 15.98 25.40 30.07 20.00 70.00 2.00 86.00 6.00 88.00 90.00 .., 
Keith 37 24 J 3.6 8.83 33.11 18.03 5.00 8.00 l.00 10.00 4,00 13.00 11.00 .. , 
Dawson 53 7.9 .89 16.03 15.43 2.00 l.00 0 3.00 1.00 5.00 l.00 Q. (b 
District 14: ... ...... 
Dundy I 1 1.4 1.44 4.31 4.31 0 1.00 0 a a 0 1.00 III Furnas 3 NA 1.9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Hitchcock 8 1 7.0 .88 .88 3.52 a LOO 0 0 0 1.00 0 :;, 
Perkins 2 NA l.9 NA 3.84 .96 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Q. 
McCook PD NA 10 NA NA NA NA 0 5.00 0 5.00 3.00 7.00 3.00 ~ Frontier NA 3 NA NA NA NA 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 3.00 
~ 
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t Ii.. '. I 4 hou," 24 houes Moee than ~~ict/<-·pU~ll) I 1983 1986 ._l 1983 1986 j 1'183 1986 I Felony Mlsde:neanor ClviJ Other or less or less 21 hours 
~ Numbc-r Number ~umbef Number Number Number ~:Jmber Number Number 
I 
District 15; 
I Brown 1J 9 8.8 7_! 7 6.37 7.17 0 8.00 l.00 0 5.00 7.UO 2.00 Cherry 11 J 7 5.l 8.SS 9.3q 7.81 2.00 9.00 0 6.00 5.00 7.00 10_00 
Huit 20 2 4.7 .47 2.59 1.88 0 1.00 0 1.00 0 2.00 a 
Dl str:ct 16: 
Sheridan 35 30 16.2 13.90 19.92 19.45 1.00 21.0() a 8.00 6.00 12.00 18.00 
Dawes 20 35 8.3 14.60 21.78 14.60 7.00 23.00 1.00 4.00 3.00 9.00 26.00 
Box Butte 74 59 18.2 14.47 32.13 30.91 14.00 20.00 2.00 23.00 15.00 29.00 30.00 
Oi strict 17; 
Morrill 16 10 9.2 5.70 4.03 10.37 1.00 3.00 0 6.00 2.00 1:..00 4.00 
ScoLts Bluff J60 144 13.8 12,13 19.08 18.82 9.00 60.00 0 75.00 11.00 57.00 87.00 
Garden ~A S NA ~'A NA 0 4.00 a 0 1.00 a ].00 2.00 
D, s~r!('t 18. 
Jefferson 10 3 4.2 1.27 19.08 3.39 0 2 00 0 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 
Cage 13 19 2.1 l.08 45.60 U.9B 2.00 11.00 0 6.00 4.00 15.00 4.00 
DistJlct 19: 
Cheyenne I 30 31 10.8 11 12 25.48 27.9t..} 10.00 1 f .00 ·3.00 7.00 13.00 21.00 10.00 Deuel 1 7.5 I. 50 9.01 4.50 0 1.00 0 0 0 1.00 0 
Kimball I 11 10 7.8 7 08 35.39 36.80 2.00 .00 0 7.00 1.00 6.00 4.00 I 
D1strict 20 
I 
Custer 8 17 2.1 4.45 I 1.51 10.20 8.00 3.00 0 6.00 7.00 10.00 
VD 1 ley 7 4 4.6 2.62 15.75 22.97 0 2.00 0 2.00 1.00 3.00 
DistIict 21: J Platte 42 42 4.6 4.64 21.22 16.h9 6,00 14.00 0 22.00 5.00 18.00 24.00 ~!en ick 13 28 4.7 10.23 12.78 21. 91 3.00 15.00 0 10.00 11.00 21.00 700 Colfax 9 2.1 3.15 10.50 20.31 4.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0 4.00 5.00 Boone 3.2 4.14 .92 2.30 J .00 5.00 0 3.0Q 7.00 8.00 1.00 
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Reducing the Use of Jails and Lockups 
Rural states and counties have the most difficulty 
achieving jail removal. De James (1980) lists three 
characteristics of rural areas that shape the juvenile 
justice system: Low population, relative isolation, and 
lack of resources. These overlapping factors hinder 
efforts to reduce the use of adult facilities for the 
confinement of youths. 
Sparsely populated, isolated areas often lack 
community resources that could serve troubled youths. 
Because of depressed economic conditions and meager tax 
bases, little financial support is available for specialized 
programs. Construction of juvenile detention facilities in 
small isolated communities is not economical, and 
geographic isolation, without special transportation 
services, makes facilities in other areas inaccessible. 
Consequently, juveniles taken into custody by police are 
held in what is usually the sole facility available: The 
county jail or city lockup. Without alternatives, youths 
requiring even a little supervision frequently are placed 
in maximum security confinement. 
Research indicates that rural areas have a higher 
rate of commitment of youths to secure facilities than 
urban areas (Vinter, Downs, and Hall, 1976). One New 
jersey study revealed that four of the counties with the 
highest detention rates were "among the most rural 
counties in the state" (Dannefer and De james, 1979). 
Thus, although rural areas have a lower crime rate than 
urban areas and juvenile crime involves less serious 
offenses, a larger proportion of arrested youths are held 
in secure facilities. De james cites community standards 
as a reason for this discrepancy: 
Since relatively few violent or serious offenses 
are committed by rural delinquents. it is evident that 
'fue confinement of Juveniles 
those placed in detention facilities or jails have 
committed relatively minor offenses. This is partially 
explained by local community standards--a 
nonserious delinquent offense in an urban area may 
be viewed as a serious offense in a rural area, 
warranting detention or jail (1980). 
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Nebraska faces similar problems related to removal 
of youths from jails and lockups. However, effective 
intervention is possible. Successful juvenile justice 
strategies must reflect the characteristics of rural 
jurisdictions and use the strengths within these 
communities. Rural strategies should include cooperation 
among jurisdictions, effective utilization of available 
services, and use of community volunteers. 
Juvenile justice programs can be designed to serve 
multiple counties to reduce costs to individual areas and 
to increase the likelihood of receiving outside financial 
support (for example, government funds). Programs for 
troubled youths can be incorporated into existing services, 
such as child welfare and mental health systems. 
Cohesiveness and local pride can also be channeled into 
youth programs. These strategies are illustrated in some 
of the examples of interventions presented later. 
Policies to reduce the use of adult jails and lockups 
for holding youths can be separated into two major 
areas: Reducing the overall number of youths held in any 
type of confinement, and providing alternative facilities 
or programs for the care of youths. 
Reducing Confinement 
Advocates of removing youths from jails are 
concerned with the general overuse of secure 
confinement. The secure detention of youths between 
arrest and adjudication is of primary concern. As stated 
earlier, about 90 percent of the youths held in adult jails 
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and lockups in the 91 Nebraska counties were awaiting 
judicial processing. 
Several policy options for reducing use of secure 
confinement have been proposed by national organizations 
The following groups have outlined specific policies fo; 
reducing or eliminating the use of secure confinement 
for status offenders and nondelinquents, and for reducing 
the use of adult jails and lockups for all youths: The 
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (NAC), the Task Force on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the 
National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals (Task Force), the Institute of 
Judicial Administration! American Bar Association Juvenile 
Justice Standards Project (IJA! ABA), and the American 
Correctional Association's Commission on Accreditation 
for Corrections (CAC). 
Status Offenders and Nondelinquents. The second 
major requirement for receipt of JjDP A funds is the 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders and 
nondelinquents. Congress stated that these juveniles are 
not to be detained in or committed to any type of secure 
facility; instead, these youths are to be placed in 
nonsecure programs (such as, shelters or foster homes) 
if out-of-home placement is necessary. 
In accordance with the federal legislation, all four 
standard-setting groups promote the use of nonsecure 
facilities for status offenders and nondelinquents. The 
NAC and IJA! ABA proposals disallow jails, lockUps, and 
other forms of secure confinement for these juveniles. 
The Task Force report also promotes nonsecure care, 
but appears to allow for the limited secure detention of 
runaways prior to referral to intake; the policy is not 
spelled out clearly. 
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Juvenile Delinquents. Three of the standard-
setting groups advocate greater reliance by police on 
citations in lieu of taking a juvenile into custody for a 
delinquent offense. (The fourth report, by the CAC, 
focuses on correctional programs for youth and does not 
address this early stage of juvenile justice processing.) 
A citation is a written order for the youth to appear in 
court at a specified date, and is used when the case 
requires court processing, yet detention of the youth is 
not warranted. The youth remains in the community prior 
to adjudication. 
The IjA/ ABA Standard 5.6 specifies that release 
(for instance, with a citation) be mandatory for juveniles 
arrested for a crime which, if committed by an adult, 
would be punishable by less than 1 year of incarceration 
(the definition of a misdemeanor in most jurisdictions). 
Exceptions could be made if emergency medical treatment 
is warranted, if the youth is known to be an escapee 
from a detention or correctional facility, or if the youth 
requests protective custody. Even if the crime is 
punishable by more than 1 year in the adult system (a 
felony in most jurisdictions), the officer "should release 
the juvenile unless clear and convincing evidence 
demonstrates continued custody is necessary" (Institute of 
Judicial Administration and the American Bar Association, 
1977). The NAC criteria are broader, allowing for a 
consideration of potential harm to the juvenile or others. 
The standard-setting groups emphasize that time in 
police custody (either the police station or police lockup) 
should be very brief for juveniles taken to detention by 
police. Within 2 to 4 hours the youth should be referred 
to an intake unit where another determination is made 
regarding the necessity of continued confinement. The 
groups advocate that the primary responsibility for 
determining whether the youth should be detained prior to 
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adjudication should rest with intake personnel, not the 
police. 
Criteria for Detention. Intake personnel should be 
available on a 24-hour basis and should receive the 
juvenile from police custody and decide whether continued 
custody is warranted. All four standard-setting groups 
propose specific written criteria to guide this decision 
and are in general agreement regarding the purposes of 
detention at this stage. These include: Assuring the 
presence of the juvenile at subsequent judicial 
proceedings, protecting the juvenile from bodily harm , 
and preventing the youth from inflicting serious bodily 
harm on others or from committing a serious property 
offense. 
The 1977 IjA/ ABA report (Standard 3.3) maintains 
that detention is not to be considered: 
• To punish, treat, or rehabilitate the juvenile; 
• To allow parents to avoid their legal 
responsibilities; 
• To satisfy demands by a victim, the police, or the 
community; 
• To permit more convenient administrative access 
to the juvenile; or 
• Due to lack of a more appropriate facility or 
status alternative. 
Standard 3.151 of the NAC report states that: 
A juvenile accused of a delinquent offense should 
be unconditionally released unless detention in a 
secure or nonsecure facility or imposition of 
conditions on release is necessary to protect the 
juvenile from inflicting serious bodily harm on others 
or committing a serious property offense prior to 
,[be Confinement of Juveniles 
adjudication, disposition, or appeal; or to protect the 
juvenile from imminent bodily harm (National Advisory 
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, 1980). 
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These parameters apply, not just to secure detention, 
but to other forms of interim control mechanisms, such 
as detention in a nonsecure facility or conditional release 
into the community. If unconditional release is not 
warranted according to the prOVlSlOns, the least 
restrictive alternative should be selected. 
Criteria for Secure Detention. More restrictive 
criteria apply when considering secure detention (for 
instance, in a jailor lockup). According to NAC Standard 
3.151, a juvenile meeting the criteria for interim control 
may be detained in a secure facility if the juvenile is a 
fugitive from another jurisdiction; requests, in writing, 
protection from immediate threat of serious physical 
injury; or is facing murder charges. Additionally, 
juveniles may be confined to a secure facility if they are 
charged with some other serious felony involving violence 
or a serious felony property crime, if one of the 
following is true: 
• They are already detained or on conditioned 
release in connection with another delinquency 
proceeding; 
• They have a demonstrable recent record of willful 
failure to appear at family court proceedings; 
• They have a demonstrable recent record of violent 
conduct resulting in physical injury to others; or 
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• They have a demonstrable recent record of 
adjudications for serious property offenses 
(National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, 1980). 
Secure detention is not automatic if the above 
criteria are met. A further determination must be made 
that no less restrictive alternative will serve the intended 
purpose of the interim control. 
Judicial Review. All four standard-setting bodies 
stipulate judicial review of decisions made by intake 
personnel to hold a juvenile in either secure or nonsecure 
detention. The Task Force, CAC, and IjA/ ABA reports 
require a detention hearing within 48 hours of when the 
youth was first taken into custody and subsequent 
hearings every 7 (IjA/ ABA) or 10 (Task Force, CAe) 
days of continued detention. The NAC proposes the 
detention hearing be held within 24 hours of arrest (and 
subsequent hearings every 7 days). 
At the initial hearings, held in accordance with the 
requirements of due process, a judge determines whether 
there is probable cause to believe the juvenile committed 
the alleged crime, and whether there is clear an<l 
convincing evidence that continued detention is require<l 
(Task Force Standard 12.11). 
A judicial hearing is the third control mechanism that 
protects against unwarranted confinement of youth. ThE 
standard-setting bodies maintain that this checkpoint, iI 
addition to specific guidelines for police and intakE 
personnel, will effectively reduce the detention of youtru 
and, consequently, the use of adult facilities for thii 
purpose. 
fue Confinement of Juveniles 259 
Nebraska Statutes. The standard-setting bodies 
rnphasize the need for specific guidelines within statutes ~or law enforcement and court personnel making 
decisions regarding youths. Objective criteria are 
incorporated as much as possible into the policies set 
forth by each group. The Nebraska statutes, however, 
are quite broad. A police officer who has arrested a 
juvenile may release the juvenile without further 
processing, issue a citation, or take the youth into 
custody and deliver the youth to the juvenile court or a 
probation officer. The statutes provide only that the 
officer. select the disposition "which least restricts the 
juveniles' freedom of movement, if such alternative is 
compatible with the best interests of the juvenile and the 
community" (Statutes of Nebraska, Sect. 43-250). 
Similarly, the detention criteria guiding the actions of 
probation and court personnel are not specific. Section 
43-253 directs that: 
In no case shall the court or probation officer 
release such juvenile if it appears that further 
detention or placement of such juvenile is a matter 
of immediate and urgent necessity for the protection 
of such juvenile or the person or property of another 
or if it appears that such jUvenile is likely to flee 
the jurisdiction of the court. 
There is no statutory mandate for a detention 
hearing for delinquents.7 However, if continued detention 
is ordered, the juvenile or representative of the juvenile 
(for instance, a parent or attorney) may request a 
hearing in which the state must "show probable cause 
that such juvenile is within the jurisdiction of the court" 
(Statutes of Nebraska, Sect. 43-256). 
Using the four standard-setting reports as guides, 
Nebraska policymakers should give serious consideration 
to broad legislative action that provides for consistent 
and judicious handling of juveniles. 
260 Fridell and Webb 
Alternative Facilities and Programs 
None of the proposals of the standard-setting groups 
advocates the unconditional release of all children into 
the community pending adjudication. Rather, the screening 
mechanisms provide a hierarchy of alternatives for the 
preadjudication disposition of arrested youths 
I 
emphasizing the least restrictive means available. For 
some youths, the least restrictive appropriate 
preadjudication disposition is unconditional release into 
the community. To serve the others, the hierarchy calls 
for a network of community programs providing secure 
confinement, nonsecure confinement of youths outside of 
their homes, and in-home supervision. 
The network reflects the intent of LB 637 which 
t::alls for "community-based services which strengthen 
comunities and families and promote healthy development 
of children" and providing assistance in the least 
restrictive, least intrusive way possible. Nebraska 
currently uses some alternative care programs. In 
addition to foster care services for youths in need of 
out-of-home placement, the CAUR report lists 51 licensed 
facilities in the state that serve as alternatives to jail 
(CAUR, 1985). These facilities are located in 18 
counties, primarily in the more populated eastern part of 
the state. 
As indicated in table 6, most of these facilities are 
group homes that care for multiple youths in a home-like 
setting. Eighteen homes (36 percent) can accommodate 
nine or less youths, and 21 (42 percent) can hold 10-19 
youths. Almost all (92 percent) take in runaways and 
most (86-88 percent) accept truants, ungovernables, and 
juveniles charged with nonviolent crimes. Less than half 
(46 percent) accept juveniles charged with violent 
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T8bl e 6 - Characteristics of alternative care facilities 
. Nebraska. 1985 
10 __ -----------------------------------.----------------
Number Percent 
Ite_m __ ----------------------------------+----------------
Type of facility: 
Group home 
Foster home 
Treatment 
Other 
Tota I 
C8pacity: 
9 or fewer 
10-19 
20-59 
60 or more 
Total 
Type of clients accepted: 
Runaways 
Tru8nts 
Ungovernables 
Juveniles charged with nonviolent crimes 
Juveniles charged with violent crimes 
32 64.0 
4 8.0 
5 10.0 
9 18.0 
50 100.0 
18 36.0 
21 42.0 
9 18.0 
2 4.0 
50 100.0 
46 92.0 
44 88.0 
43 86.0 
44 88.0 
50 46.0 
Information was not collected from one of the 51 facilities. 
crimes. These programs could provide a sound basis for 
the development of a more comprehensive and integrated 
system for alternative care. 
Alternatives used in two predominately rural areas 
committed to reducing the use of jails and lockups for 
the confinement of juveniles are presented below. Most 
of the program components can be used to serve status 
offenders, nondelinquents, and delinquents, and are 
appropriate for post-adjudication disposition as well as 
pre-trial placement. 
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Michigan Removal Strategy. The strategies 
implemented in the largely rural Upper Peninsula region 
of Michigan have received recognition nationwide. Before 
the program was implemented, hundreds of youths Were 
being detained annually in adult jails. Although the lack 
of alternative secure facilities was a problem, it was 
also apparent that detention was overused. According to 
1981 detention data, approximately half of the jailed 
youths were held for less than 24 hours. Only about 23 
percent of the jailed youths required some form of 
secure detention; most required only short-term 
supervision. 
The state established a network of placement options 
using grant money provided by the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Each participating 
county made provisions for nonsecure holdovers, shelter 
care, home detention programs, and transportation 
services to longer term secure detention. 
Holdovers. Each participating county established a 
holdover where police could bring a youth for short-term 
placement, pending a formal decision by a court officer 
regarding pre-adjudication placement or release. The 
holdover, usually a single room, is located in a nonsecure 
public facility. In Houghton a spare room at the local 
crisis telephone center serves as the designated space, 
Other sites for holdovers could include the county-city 
building, a detoxification center, a community mental 
health center, a hospital, or the sheriff's office building. 
The holdover must provide access to bathroom facilities, 
a telephone, meals, and hold a cot or couch. 
Police officers must obtain permission from the 
probate court to place a youth in a holdover. The police 
officer remains with the youth until an on-call youth 
attendant, who is the same gender as the youth, 
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(receiving $5 an hour) arrives. (Two attendants may be 
assigned as needed.) The attendant stays in the holdover 
for the duration of the youth's stay, generally not to 
exceed 16 hours. 
The youth is held in the room pending a judicial 
determination of appropriate interim (pre-trial) care. If 
a judge determines that unconditional release is not 
appropriate, the juvenile may be placed in a nonsecure 
shelter or the Home Detention Program, or may be 
transported to a downstate secure juvenile detention 
center. 
Shelter Care. A nonsecure detention facility in the 
largest county in the Upper Peninsula houses both status 
offenders and delinquents who are at various stages of 
judicial processing. The staff supervisor and his family 
live in the facility which provides a homelike atmosphere 
for youths who do not require secure detention, but for 
whom return home is not desirable or appropriate. The 
average stay is 8 days. 
Home Detention Program. Juveniles in the Home 
Detention Program return to their families but remain 
under the superVISIon of a trained home detention 
worker. This quasi-volunteer must meet with the youth 
at least once a day and make telephone contact each 
evening. Depending on the youth and the circumstances of 
the case, the home detention worker may also be in 
contact with the family, school personnel, or the youth's 
employer. Workers are paid $10 per day. 
Transportation Network. Michigan's five juvenile 
detention centers are located in the lower third of the 
state. A transportation network was established to enable 
Use of these facilities by Upper Peninsula jurisdictions. 
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If a judge determines that secure care is required for 
youth pending adjudication, a citizen volunteer, SOcia~ 
service worker, or off-duty police officer transports the 
youth half way to the designated center. A vehicle frorn 
the detention center transports the youth the rest of the 
way. Citizen volunteers and attendants, if necessary, are 
paid $5 an hour plus expenses for the trip. 
Secure Holdovers. In accordance with narrow 
exceptions to the jail removal requirement of the J]DPA 
specified violent felony offenders and out-of-control 
youths may be detained in an adult jail following arrest 
for a limited period. These youths must be separated by 
sight and sound from adult offenders and receive 
constant direct supervision. In 1984, only eight youths 
were held in an Upper Peninsula adult jail; they were 
held for an average of 5.5 hours. 
Result. The Upper Peninsula Plan was implemented 
in 1981. By the end of 1982, jailings in the participating 
counties had been reduced by 74 percent, and remained at 
that level through 1985. Most of the jailings, however, 
occurred in counties that were not participating in the 
removal program. 
The Colorado Program. Colorado relies on trans-
portation services to address the problem of jailing 
youths. The Sheriffs Association was instrumental in 
implementing the jail removal strategy that targeted 32 
counties in middle and eastern rural Colorado. In 
conjunction with similar efforts in the western region, 
youth jailings were reduced by 50 percent during 1982. 
Restrictive local intake screening criteria were 
developed and intake screeners appointed (generally from 
a service agency, such as social services, probation, or 
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mental health} to effect this reduction. These screeners, 
vailable 24-hours a day, have a 6-hour grace period in ~hich to decide whether a youth should be released or 
held pending judicial processing. Holding centers and 
nonsecure shelter homes provide short-term interim care 
for youths. If extended secure detention is required, an 
off-duty police officer transports the youth from middle 
or eastern rural Colorado to a juvenile detention facility 
(which may be 300 miles away). 
The effective screening process and increased 
awareness by law enforcement agents regarding the 
proper handling of juveniles have been instrumental in 
reducing the number of youths held in adult jails and 
lockups in most areas of the state (Carty, undated). 
Several jurisdictions, however, are still holding juveniles 
in adult jails and lockups outside the parameters of 
nOPA. Administrators of the state planning agency think 
that legislation will be needed to complete the jail 
removal initiative and bring all jurisdictions into 
compliance with jjDPA. 
Conclusions and Policy Choices 
One researcher maintains that "perhaps the most 
significant problem facing rural juvenile justice is the 
routine jailing of youths in rural municipal lockups and 
county jails" (De james, 1980). Nebraska has made 
progress in addressing this problem, but faces the loss 
of federal funding for 1988 for falling short of the 
]JDPA requirements. Now, policymakers must decide 
whether to discontinue jail removal efforts, to attempt to 
meet the jjDPA deadline, or to continue jail removal 
strategies independent of jjDPA. 
The first option might entail maintaining the system 
entirely as it is or, alternatively, placing juveniles in 
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jails and lockups, but assessing and improving, as 
necessary, the conditions of confinement. Before this 
option is considered seriously, the condition of 
Nebraska's jails and lockups should be assessed. An 
inquiry should focus on problems such as isolated 
confinement, psychological harm, physical and sexual 
abuse, and suicide. 
Toward the other end of the continuum of oPtions 
Nebraska could attempt to attain JJDPA standards by th~ 
December 1988 deadline. This option would sustain 
federal assistance which has amounted to an average of 
$319,000 per year since 1981. Legislation would need to 
be passed during the next session, incorporating the jail 
removal mandate (allowing for the several ]JDPA 
exceptions to the jail removal requirement) and 
establishing specific criteria for the use of secure and 
nonsecure confinement for youths. 
Nebraska could use the experiences and innovations 
of other states with large rural area programs and 
facilities to provide alternatives to confinement in adult 
jails and lockups. The task could be simplified by 
coordinating efforts among neighboring jurisdictions, 
utilizing existing resources, and incorporating community 
volunteers into the effort. 
Estimating the cost of developing alternatives to adult 
jails and lockups is difficult and beyond the scope of 
this chapter. Nevertheless, Nebraska can learn from 
studies conducted in other states. In 1982, the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention sponsored a 
study of the cost of jail removal in 13 states. This study 
examined the cost of using three broad categories of 
policy choices: Secure detention, community residential 
care, and community supervision. The study concluded 
that, although it was nearly impossible to establish an 
actual cost for removal, secure detention was the most 
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costly alternative. The cost of the other alternatives 
varied with factors such as level of supervision, 
location, resource availability, and type of program. 
Thus, it appears that alternatives other than secure 
detention are likely to be the least costly. 
Finally, Nebraska could pursue a jail removal model 
without relying on federal funds and the accompanying 
restrictions. A commitment to change, independent of the 
JJDPA, would follow a course similar to the one outlined 
above, and should include a demanding implementation 
schedule that incorporates targets for reducing the 
number of youths held in adult facilities. 
The use of adult jails and lockups for confining 
youths is one component of a larger problem facing the 
state. In 1974, a legislative commission noted " ... that 
neither a strategy nor an administrative mechanism for 
coordinating or providing juvenile services exists" 
(Sarata, 1974). A decade later, Nebraska Supreme Court 
Chief Justice Norman Krivosha, serving as chair of the 
Study Commission on Programs and Services for 
Dependent Youth and Youth 0 ff enders in Nebraska, 
commented that the 1974 statement was still true. The 
1984 Study Commission promoted comprehensive changes 
in the juvenile justice system as part of the plan to 
improve the delivery of services to children, youths, and 
families. Recommendations included reducing community 
reliance on the court for linking youths and families to 
needed services; decreasing out-of-home placements of 
delinquents, status offenders, and nondelinquents; and 
establishing a comprehensive and integrated system of 
community-based services for Nebraska's children, 
youths, and families. 
For awhile it appeared that the findings and 
recommendations of this commission would be ignored. 
During the last legislative session, however, Nebraskans 
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adopted a family oriented policy for dealing with th 
youths in our state who require services. The legislature 
mandated that assistance be provided in the leas~ 
intrusive and least restrictive manner possible and that 
innovative, community-based services be developed to help 
youths and families. The next legislative session should 
produce specific intervention policies to implement this 
program. The charge of the Study Commission on 
Programs and Services for Dependent Youth and Youth 
Offenders in Nebraska is constructive: 
Leaders (are called upon) to face a basic 
consideration: that it is only through a conscious 
choice and then deliberate policy that we can bring 
about needed reallocations of resources and authority 
to better serve the children, youth, and families of 
Nebraska, (1984). 
Endnotes 
1. A status offender is one who has violated a law that applies only to 
juveniles. 
2. Throughout this chapter the term jail refers to a county facility 
operated under the authority of the county sheriff. A lockup refers to a 
short-term holding facility operated by a municipal police department. 
3. To retain funding, Nebraska had to reduce the number of youth jailings 
by 75 percent and make, "through appropriate executive or legislative 
action, an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance within a 
reasonable time ... " O]DPA §223( c». 
4. The J]DPA defines a secure facility as one that "includes construction 
fixtures designed to physicallr restrict the movements and activities of 
juveniles" O]DPA §103(12)(A»). 
5. Federal legislation 42 U.S.C. Section 1983 provides for a private cause 
of action against government entities for claims arising from "the 
deprivation of any rights, privileges or immunities secured by the 
constitution and laws" of the United States. 
6. Use of certain jails to house juveniles from neighboring counties 
explains some of the variation in incarceration rates. Counties such as 
Hall, Lincoln, Box Butte, Scotts Bluff, Dakota, and others serve as de 
facto regional facilities for counties that do not have adequate separation 
capability to house juveniles. 
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